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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This is the first non-final office action in response to Applicant's telephonic 
election on 06/05/2008. Currently, claims 1-22 and 35-55 which were submitted on 
10/30/2003 are pending. Claims 23-34 and 56-66 have been withdrawn from 
consideration. 
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Election/Restrictions 

2. This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species (I) an additional stock of inventory wares, see paragraph 0012 which details the 
embodiment associated with this species and (II) information collection and 
communication, see paragraph 0014 which details the embodiment associated with this 
species. The species are independent or distinct because claims to the different species 
recite the mutually exclusive characteristics of such species. In addition, these species 
are not obvious variants of each other based on the current record. 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, the collection, cleaning and delivery of wares is 
the generic. 

There is an examination and search burden for these patentably distinct species 
due to their mutually exclusive characteristics. The species require a different field of 
search (e.g., searching different classes/subclasses or electronic resources, or 
employing different search queries); and/or the prior art applicable to one species would 
not likely be applicable to another species; and/or the species are likely to raise different 
non-prior art issues under 35 U.S.C. 101 and/or 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 

Applicant is advised that the reply to this requirement to be complete must 
include (i) an election of a species to be examined even though the requirement 
may be traversed (37 CFR 1.143) and (ii) identification of the claims encompassing 
the elected species, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a 
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claim is allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

The election of the species may be made with or without traverse. To preserve a 
right to petition, the election must be made with traverse. If the reply does not distinctly 
and specifically point out supposed errors in the election of species requirement, the 
election shall be treated as an election without traverse. Traversal must be presented at 
the time of election in order to be considered timely. Failure to timely traverse the 
requirement will result in the loss of right to petition under 37 CFR 1.144. If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which of these claims are readable on 
the elected species. 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the species unpatentable over the 
prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
of the other species. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which depend from or otherwise require all the limitations 
of an allowable generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1.141. 

3. During a telephone conversation with Kari Bartingale, reg. no. 35,183, on 
06/05/2008 a provisional election was made without traverse to prosecute the invention 
of method and system of cleaning wares, claims 1-22 and 35-55. Affirmation of this 



Application/Control Number: 10/697,519 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3623 

election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office action. Claims 23-34 and 
56-66 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b), as 
being drawn to a non-elected invention. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1-3, 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Pure & Natural Diaper Service (www.seattlediaper.com, published02/02/2002). 

Pure teaches in regards to claim 1 a method of cleaning wares of a plurality 
of establishments, each of said plurality of establishments having a location and 
a set of wares, comprising the steps of: 

• collecting said set of wares from each of said plurality of 
establishments (pg. 3, see diaper pick up and delivery section, where the 
Examiner interrupts diapers as a type of wares); 

• delivering said set of wares, following said cleaning step, to each 
respective one of said plurality of establishments (pg. 4, see diaper 
count section). 

Pure teaches that the diapers delivered are laundered and sanitized (pg. 10) and 
after the first two weeks of service the customer is delivered the same number of clean 
items as returned spoiled items (pg. 4). While Pure does not expressly teach cleaning 
said set of wares from all of said plurality of establishments following said 
collecting step this step is obviously implied in the analogous environment of the 
cotton diapers business. 
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In regards to claim 2 Pure teaches wherein said set of wares for each of said 
plurality of establishments are distinct (pg. 5, where the diaper size implies a 
distinction in the wares type). 

In regards to claims 3 and 14 Pure teaches the step of identifying said set of 
wares as belonging to an individual one of said plurality of establishments (pg. 3, 
see diaper pick up and delivery, Examiner interrupts labeling of bag containing the 
diaper with the customer's last name to incorporate the step of identifying) 

In regards to claims 12 which is substantially similar to claims 1 and 2 therefore 
is rejected for the same reason give above with regards to these claims. Additional 
claim 12 recites the limitation of maintaining an inventory of an additional set of said 
distinct set of wares of each of said plurality of establishments. Pure teaches this 
limitation on (pg. 4, section diaper count) where the examiner understands inventory to 
mean replacement stock and the customer is supplied with enough diapers so that even 
as the soiled one are returned for cleaning he maintains the same weekly quaintly 
(inventory) in accordance with his order. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 4-11, 13, 15-22 and 35-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pure & Natural Diaper Service (www.seattlediaper.com, 
published02/02/2002) wherein referred to as Pure. 

In regards to claims 4 and 15 Pure teaches cleaning step (pg. 10); but silent on 
cleaning step is accomplished at a centralized location. It is irrelevant to the 
essence of the invention whether this step is preformed at a centralized or a distributed 
among multiple locations since the item is cleaned by Pure. However it is respectfully 
submitted the number of locations does not impact the method or the manner in which 
the method is performed. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a centralized location to minimize operating cost associated 
with multiple pick up and delivery locations in the cleaning step. 

In regards to claims 5, 6, 16 and 17 Pure teaches collecting (delivering) step is 
accomplished regularly (pg. 3, see diaper pick up and delivery section, where the 
Examiner understands that the step of collecting and delivering are done on the same 
time schedule). 

In regards to claims 7 and 18 Pure teach a route (pg. 3, see diaper pick up and 
delivery section). 

Pure is silent on the collecting step and said delivering step occurs along a 
route, said route having a plurality of stops, each of said plurality of stops 
corresponding to each of said plurality of establishments. 
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Official notice is taken that is was old and well known in the art at the time the 
invention was made that a delivery route contain multiple drop off and pick up locations 
(stops) that corresponds to with multiple establishments. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the invention was made to use the old and well known 
technique of multiple stops in the disclosure of Pure to optimize resources in the step of 
pick up and delivery. 

In regards to claims 8 and 19 Pure teaches collecting step and said delivering 
step is accomplished at each of said plurality of stops along said route. This 
claim is substantially similar to claims 7 and 18 respectively and is therefore rejected for 
the same reason given above with regards to those claims. 

In regards to claims 9 and 20 Pure teaches the step of charging each of said 
plurality of establishments an amount based at least partially on an amount of 
said set of wares cleaned in said cleaning step (pg. 4, see, diaper count where the 
fee is all encompassing and thus the Examiner understands the fee to include the 
charge of cleaning and pg. 8 ,see second full paragraph). 

In regards to claims 10 and 21 Pure teaches comprising the step of delivering 
cleaning supplies to at least one of said plurality establishments (pg. 5, see 
deodorizing). 

In regards to claims 11 and 22 Pure teaches step of delivering cleaning 
supplies and said step of delivering said set of wares occurs during a single stop 
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at least one of said plurality of establishments (pg. 3, see diaper pick up and 
delivery). 

In regards to claims 13 Pure teaches the step of maintaining another 
additional set of distinct wares for each of said plurality of establishments (pg. 4, 
section diaper count) 

Pure does not expressly teach that the additional wares are for use as a safety 
stock. However the aforementioned limitation is a statement of intended use. As per 
MPEP 7.37.09: a recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim 

In regards to claims 35-55 which are direct towards the systems for implementing 
the methods of claims 1-22 are substantially similar to and implied in claims 1-22. 
Therefore claims 35-55 are reject for substantially the same reasons given above with 
regards to claims 1-22. 
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Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Aldridge (US Patent 7,268,313 B1) discloses a garment 
processing method and system. Unifirst (www.unifirst.com, published 01/21/2002) 
teaches the collection, cleaning and delivery of wares. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to FOLASHADE ANDERSON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3331. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
8:00 am to 5:00 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Van Doren can be reached on (571) 272-6737. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/Folashade Anderson/ /Beth Van Doren/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3623 Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
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